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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-9, 1 1-12, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Macdonald (U.S. Patent 4,938,825), in view of Ibar (U.S. Patent 5,543,092). Regarding Claim 1, 
Macdonald shows that it is known to carry out a method for manufacturing a fiber-reinforced 
plastic component (Abstract) comprising providing a starting material (Column 4, lines 25-30); 
preparing a starting mixture from the starting material, wherein the starting material is processed 
in a plasticizing unit to yield a low viscosity, homogenized, reactive starting material (Column 4, 
lines 40-66); and injecting the reactive starting mixture into a cavity of a mold containing a fiber 
mass, wherein the reactive starting mixture along with the fiber mass is transformed by means of 
a polymeric reaction into the fiber reinforced plastic component (Column 5, lines 42-48; Column 
6, lines 50-68). Macdonald does not specifically show using a screw feed system using the 
application of heat during his plasticization process. Ibar shows that it is known to carry out a 
method of making a plastic article wherein plasticizing takes place using a screw feed system 
under the application of heat (Column 9, lines 54-58). Ibar and Macdonald are combinable 
because they are concerned with a similar technical field, namely, methods of molding 
thermoplastic articles. It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
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at the time the invention was made to use Ibar's screw mechanism during Macdonald's 
plasticization process in order to most efficiently carry out plasticization. 

Regarding Claim 2, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 1 above, but he does not show using a screw extruder. Ibar shows that it is known to 
carry out a method wherein the plasiticizing unit is part of an extruder device, and the 
homogenized, reactive starting mixture is conveyed from the plasticizing unit by means of the 
screw extruder (Figure 1 , element 46; Column 9, lines 54-64). It would have been prima facie 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use Ibar's screw 
extruder mechanism during Macdonald's plasticization process in order to most efficiently carry 
out plasticization. 

Regarding Claim 3, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 2 above, including a method wherein the starting mixture is conveyed via a supply line 
from the plasticizing unit into a reservoir of a transfer unit and is injected by means of a pump 
unit at least one injection feed pipe from the reservoir into the cavity of the mold (Figure 1, 
element 40; Column 5, lines 1-13), meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 4, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 1 above, including showing the use of a measured feed space in front of a mixing unit 
(Figure 1, element 40), but he does not specifically show using a screw system or pistons 
adjacent the measured feed space. Ibar shows that it is known to carry out a method wherein the 
plasticizing unit is part of an injection molding device, and the homogenized, reactive mixture is 
conveyed into a measured feed space situated in front of the screw system and conveyed by 
means of pistons from the measured feed space of the plasticizing unit (Figure 1, element 46, 50, 
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52). It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Ibar's apparatus configuration during Macdonald's molding process 
in order to carry out the molding as efficiently as possible. 

Regarding Claim 5, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 4 above, including showing movement of material from a measured feed space into the 
mold cavity (Column 5, lines 1-13), but he does not show a piston adjacent the measured feed 
space. Ibar shows that it is known to carry out a method wherein the starting mixture is injected 
from the measured feed space of the plasticizing unit by at least one injection feed pipe into the 
cavity of the mold by means of a piston (Figure 1 , element 52, 20). It would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use Ibar's 
apparatus configuration during Macdonald's molding process in order to carry out the molding 
as efficiently as possible. 

Regarding Claim 6, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 4 above, including a method wherein the starting mixture is conveyed via a supply line 
from the plasticizing unit into a reservoir of a transfer unit and is injected by at least one 
injection feed pipe from the reservoir into the cavity of the mold (Figure 1, element 40, 50), 
meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 7, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of one of the claims 1-6, including a method wherein the starting mixture is in the plasticizing 
unit exhibits a fluid consistency and the viscosity of the starting mixture on leaving the 
plasticizing unit until it enters the cavity of the mold is manipulated so that it remains a fluid 
consistency (Column 6, lines 13-53), meeting applicant's claim. 
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Regarding Claim 8, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 7/1, 7/2/1, 7/3/2/1, 7/4/1, 7/5/4/1, or 7/6/4/1, including a method wherein the step in 
which the starting mixture is injected into the mold is regulated electronically by means of valves 
(Column 6, lines 25-27; It is interpreted that the pumps will comprise valves.), meeting 
applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 9, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the rejection 
of Claim 8 7/1,8/7/2/1, 8/7/3/2/1, 8/7/4/1, 8/7/5/4/1, or 8/7/6/4/1 above, but he does not show 
thermally decoupling the mold from the previous process machinery. Ibar shows that it is known 
to carry out a method wherein an injection feed pipe proximate to the related valves comprises 
means to decouple the mold thermally from a transfer unit and from a plasticizing unit (Column 
9, lines 37-41; Column 10, lines 16-20; Column 19, lines 46-52; Column 22, lines 53-63). It 
would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use Ibar's temperature control theory during Macdonald's molding process in order 
to most accuately control the thermal environment of the molding system. 

Regarding Claim 11, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the 
rejection of Claim 7/1, 7/2/1, 7/3/2/1, 7/4/1, 7/5/4/1, or 7/6/4/1 above, including a method 
wherein the starting material comprises prepolymers mixed with an activator which accelerates 
the polymeric reaction (Column 6, lines 13-56; It is being interpreted that the polymer before the 
mixing (i.e. reaction) can be termed a prepolymer.), meeting applicant's claim. 

Regarding Claim 12, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the 
rejection of Claim 1 above, including a method wherein the plastic matrix produced from the 
reactive starting material is thermoplastic (Column 2, lines 52-55), meeting applicant's claim. 
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Regarding Claim 13, Macdonald shows the process as claimed as discussed in the 
rejection of Claim 1 above, including showing a starting mixture containing prepolymers mixed 
with an activator for polymeric reaction with the prepolymer (Column 4, lines 25-43), but he 
does not show specific thermal characteristics of his starting mixture. Ibar discloses that the 
temperatures characteristics of his starting mixture will vary depending upon the desired end 
results (Column 19, lines 46-67; Column 20, lines 1-6). It is being interpreted that this 
disclosure suggests the claimed limitations wherein the melting temperature of the starting 
mixture is lower than the melting point of the plastic component produced from the starting 
mixture and the ideal reaction temperature for the starting mixture is higher than the melting 
temperature of the starting mixture and lower than the melting temperature of the plastic matrix. 
It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Ibar's relative temperature theory during Macdonald' s molding 
process in order to obtain a molded article without overprocessing or underprocessing the 
molding material. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Macdonald and 
Ibar, further in view of Eckardt et al. (U.S. Patent 6,468,464). Macdonald shows the process as 
claimed as discussed in the rejection of Claim 7/1, 7/2/1, 7/3/2/1, 7/4/1, 7/5/4/1, or 7/6/4/1 above, 
but he does not show using dry solid material for the starting material. Eckardt et al., hereafter 
"Eckardt," show that it is known to carry out a method of manufacturing a fiber reinforced 
plastic object wherein the starting material is in the form of a dry solid material such as powder 
or granulate (Column 4, lines 55-57). Eckardt and Macdonald are combinable because they are 
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concerned with a similar technical field, namely, methods of injection molding plastic. It would 
have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use Eckardt's dry solid filler in Macdonald's process in order to avoid the complications 
that arise with liquid ingredients (e.g. difficulties in storing and handling). 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Macdonald and 
Ibar, further in view of Pearce et al. (U.S. Patent 5,348,985). Macdonald shows the process as 
claimed as discussed in the rejection of Claim 1 above, but he does not show a specific plastic 
matrix. Pearce et al., hereafter "Pearce," shows that it is known to carry out a method wherein 
the plastic matrix produced from the reactive starting mixture is a polybutylene terephthalate 
(PBT) and contains cyclic oligomers of the PBT (cPBT) mixed with a zinc catalyst (3, lines 7-10, 
64-68). Pearce and Macdonald are combinable because they are concerned with a similar 
technical field, namely, methods of molding thermoplastic articles. It would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
Pearce's specific composition as that in Macdonald's molding process in order to obtain an 
article with desired characteristics of the specific composition. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 
disclosure. The following patent is cited to further show the state of the art with regard to 
manufacturing plastic reinforced objects in general: 

U.S. Patent 5,364,584 to Imanara et al. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Monica A. Huson whose telephone number is 571-272-1 198. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mike Colaianni can be reached on 571-272-1 196. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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